volved. By the 1980s pressure had increased on police departments to "do something" about the problem. What was once a private family matter became a "criminal" issue, bringing the police to the forefront of the problem.
This article reports the results of one empirical study, an experiment conducted in Charlotte, North Carolina, to assess the relative efficacy of three police responses to female spouse abuse. The responses included: (a) advising and sometimes separating the couple; (b) issuing a citation for the offender to appear in court; and (c) arresting the offender at the scene of the incident. A brief historical overview illustrates the traditional lack of intervention in domestic disputes. This is followed by an examination of public utilization of police services in such incidents, and a review of changes in the role of law enforcement. We provide baseline data on the universe of calls for police service; however, the primary focus is on the methodology and results of the Charlotte experiment. Specifically, we delineate the relative failure rates of each of the three police responses in deterring subsequent abuse and compare recidivism as measured by rearrest of the offender with victim reports of recidivism. Finally, we discuss possible reasons why arrest did not more effectively deter subsequent spouse abuse.
A.

ISSUES OF DEFINITION
Although commonly understood as involving marriage, the concept of spouse utilized in the empirical research includes spouselike relationships. The more common definition of spouse in research literature consists of conjugal-like relationships including married, separated, and cohabiting couples.i These are important inclusions to note since a large proportion of abusive incidents reported to police involve cohabiting couples, an issue discussed in more detail later.
A second definitional issue is that of abuse as measured by aggressive actions versus the outcome of such acts, i.e., injuries. cal chastisement was both accepted and expected. 12 Blackstone, in 1768, described the husband's right to chastise his wife moderately in order to enforce obedience.' 3 The criterion for "moderate" was the "rule of thumb," which allowed a husband to use any reasonable instrument including a rod no thicker than his thumb to correct his "wayward" wife. 14 The English heritage of the Puritans guaranteed similar attitudes in the United States. Indifference to or outright approval of the right to chastise was maintained until the late 1830s. 15 However, the womens' rights movement gained momentum during the 19th century. A focus on law and order and a humanitarian concern for the victims of spouse abuse led to attempts to enact legislation that dealt with the problem of abuse. 16 Between 1876 and 1906, bills were introduced in twelve states, albeit passed in only three, providing for the punishment of wife beaters with a whipping.' 7 Passing a statute and enforcing it are not, however, the same. After Maryland enacted a law in 1882 to punish wife beaters with either a whipping or a year in jail, no one was prosecuted under the statute for a year. In three years there were only two convictions. Although unused, the provision remained on the books until 1948.18 In the 1874 North Carolina case of State v. Oliver, 19 a lower court convicted a husband who had whipped his wife with two thin switches leaving bruises. The North Carolina Supreme Court affirmed this judgment stating that the old "rule of thumb" was no longer the law in North Carolina. Despite the rejection of the right to chastise in the legal culture, the belief that spouse abuse was to be kept within the privacy of the home continued to be very much a part of broader American culture.
C.
CURRENT ATTITUDES An ambivalence toward spouse abuse still persists today. A number of reasons are advanced for this: privacy of the home, the social approval of violence, the inequality of women in society, and the lack of intervention by criminal justice officials. 20 Spouse abuse has been viewed differently from "regular" assault between strangers. It has been regarded as a less serious issue on the grounds that the wife belongs to the husband, that the home is his castle, and that what happens in the castle is not a concern for neighbors or the criminal justice system. 2 ' Although the state can punish violators, it continues to give family members special immunity to protect family life and the marriage. 2 2 Recently, Senator Jesse Helms argued against federal funding of domestic violence shelters because they constituted "social engineering," removing the husband as the "head of the family." 23 Moreover, cultural beliefs in the sanctity of family privacy have prevented societal, legal or personal intervention. 24 According to some, men are given implicit social permission to beat their wives When nothing is done to stop abuse. 2 5 Difficulties abound in developing a comprehensive response to spouse abuse because problems exist at all stages of the criminal justice system. Any effective response requires convincing the police to arrest, the prosecutors to prosecute vigorously, and the court system to sanction. 2 6 This reluctance to punish batterers 2 7 gives the impression that there is only a small threat of sanctions for the abuser. 28 It is little surprise that many incidents are never reported to the police. 2 9 D.
ABUSIVE INCIDENTS REPORTED TO THE POLICE
Estimates of the proportion of spouse assaults actually reported to the police range from one-tenth to two-thirds of all abused women. This divergence is due, in part, to varying methods of measurement.3 0 In a survey of 1,793 Kentucky women, Schulman found that women called police in only nine percent of the incidents.
3 '
Compared to data from other studies, this represents an extremely high proportion of unreported incidents. The generally accepted estimate (based in particular on national samples) is that approximately one-half of all incidents are reported to the police. Analysis of [1973] [1974] [1975] [1976] National Crime Panel Survey data revealed that approximately fifty-five of every 100 incidents of intimate violence went unreported to law enforcement. 3 2 Analysis of 1978 to 1982 data showed that forty-eight percent of the incidents were not reported to the police. 33 In a study of 420 women who sought treatment in a domestic abuse program in Washington state, Kuhl discovered that sixty-six percent of the women had not filed a report.
34
Citizens who call the police to report a criminal action are not a representative sample of all those who have been victimized by that crime. There is an inherent self-selection process in police services utilization. No one concludes that abused women who call the police are an accurate demographic representation of all those who experience abuse. Although domestic disturbances cut across all demographic boundaries, police are involved most often in domestic disturbances among the poor and uneducated. 35 Bowker reports that the police are more likely to come into contact with couples of relatively low socioeconomic status who experience low-quality mar- (1980) . (under $7,500 ) are more than twice as likely to report an incident to the police than are white, higher income (over $15,000) females. 3 7 Under-reporting occurs at all socioeconomic status levels, but it is particularly likely at middle and higher income levels.
U.S. DEP'T OF JUSTICE, A STUDY OF VIOLENCE AMONG FRIENDS AND RELATIVES
There is no single reason which adequately explains massive under-reporting. Perhaps because spouse abuse is so common in society, an unknown number of victims do not consider their assaults to be crimes. If they do, they do not report the incidents or disclose to any official how their injuries were sustained. 3 8 As Langley and Levy note, these are the missing persons of official statistics.
3 9 Some women will not perceive a slap in the face as abuse, so there is no report; others will perceive such an action as abusive, but only a fraction will report it. The more severe the behavior the more likely it is to be both perceived as abusive and reported. Even very severe abuse, however, is often never reported. Langan and Innes found that the primary reason women offered for not reporting an abusive incident to the police was that it was considered a private or personal matter (forty-nine percent). 4 0 A further twelve percent of the victims did not report because they feared reprisal. Similar proportions of victims failed to report because they thought the crime was not important enough, or because they believed the police could not, or would not, do anything.
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E. COHABITANT ABUSE
Any discussion of spouse abuse must also include some attention to cohabitants. The number of cohabitants has increased almost fourfold in the past twenty years, and those cohabiting are primarily young; two-thirds of males and three-fourths of females are less than thirty-five years old.
4 2 There is increasing evidence that cohabitants are particularly prone to abusive relationships. In their comparison of married, dating and cohabitating couples, Stets and Straus report that the highest rates of assault and the most severe assaults are found among cohabiting couples. 43 Hutchison et al. found that the number of calls by cohabitants to police for abusive incidents equalled the number of similar calls by married couples despite the far greater size of the latter group within the population. 44 Stets concluded that cohabitants are more prone toward aggression than married couples due to a combination of factors: youth, minority status, problems including depression and alcohol usage, and the lack of "social control associated with participation in organizations ....
II. THE LAW ENFORCEMENT ROLE
A. TRADITIONAL POLICE RESPONSES
In the past, domestic violence calls were often assigned low priority. 46 Police reluctantly responded to abuse calls, attempted to restore peace and order between the disputants, and typically left without taking more formal action. Many explanations exist for the long-term avoidance of formal action. First, violence within the family had been considered to be essentially a private matter. This allowed adults to use force to solve personal disputes. 48 Second, female victims had been perceived as uncooperative, thus making the arrest and prosecution of abusers a waste of time. 49 Third, taking action against abusers was considered potentially injurious to their families, especially to those members financially dependent on the offenders. 50 Fourth, intervening in family disputes was not regarded as "real police work." ' [Vol. 83
were usually male, typically sided with offenders. 52 This taking of sides reinforced a cultural norm which stressed male superiority. There was little change in the police response to spouse abuse until the 1960s. Under the influence of social scientists, psychologists, and a developing women's movement, the order maintenance approach underwent changes. Mediation and crisis intervention were promoted as the appropriate tools for dealing with family violence. This led to police training in crisis intervention techniques, 53 the establishment of police family crisis intervention units, 54 and the formation of crisis teams composed of police officers and social workers. 55 Despite the added training and the use of specialized units, there is little evidence that crisis intervention and mediation considerably reduced abuse. Oppenlander, for one, reported that police tended to make more arrests in abusive situations than in other cases, even though crisis intervention approaches often took precedence over arrest. 5 6 Relatively few evaluations 5 7 however, assessed the impacts of these changes, most of which occurred before controlled experimental research was conducted.
Concerns about "crisis intervention and mediation," coupled with arguments that the rights of female victims were violated by the failure of police enforcement, produced demands from women's groups for the arrest of abusers. 58 In some jurisdictions, women's groups filed suits to effect this change in policy. 5 The 1980s saw the beginnings of a movement toward arrest of abusers as a more common occurrence. While still in its infancy, this historically unprecedented movement may be faltering.
THE MOVEMENT TOWARD ARREST POLICIES There are many issues involving the meaning, implementation, and effects of the preferred arrest movement. In recent years, an increasing number of police departments have established such policies. The extent to which this is attributable to changes in state statutes or through police initiative, however, is uncertain. Lerman et al. observed in 1983 that "twenty-seven of the recent state laws on domestic violence expand(ed) police power to arrest in domestic abuse cases." 6 2 Ferraro noted that, as of 1986, six states had passed laws requiring arrest with a positive determination of probable cause and the presence of the offender on the scene. 6 3 By 1988, there were ten states with such laws. 64 The existence of conditional requirements often limit the potential of such statutory provisions. Some state laws require the existence of a visible injury and/or the lapse of only a short period of time between the commission of the offense and the arrival of the police. 65 Hirschel and Hutchison reported that, while all of the police departments with preferred arrest policies abided by the policies in situations where there was visible injury or a threat with a deadly weapon, only a minority of the departments abided by the policies in situations that involved only verbal threats or property damage. 6 6 Moreover, subject to jurisdictional variation, about half of all offenders leave the scene prior to police arrival and were not arrested unless the victims swore out arrest warrants. 6 7 Finally, preferred or mandatory arrest policies do not necessarily embrace all abuse victims. Cohabiting women call police disproportionately more than married women for domestic assault situations, 6 but some states do not include nonmarried couples in preferred arrest policies.
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Preferred arrest (also called proarrest or presumptive) policies are far more common than mandatory policies. A 1986 study by the Crime Control Institute investigated arrest policies and found a fourfold increase over the number of departments with such policies in 1984.70 The study did not include police departments in cities with less than 100,000 population, however, so it is not possible to determine the extent to which the larger city trend exists in less populous areas.
Available information suggests that most police departments have not played a leading role in adopting arrest policies, and that many have been reluctant to do so. For example, Arizona's legislature passed a law in 1980 that expanded police arrest powers. Only when faced with the possibility of more legislation mandating arrest however, did the Chief of the Phoenix Police Department adopt a presumptive arrest policy. 71 Based on ride-along observational data, Ferraro reports that, despite the presumptive arrest policy, arrests were made in only eighteen percent of the battering incidents to which her research team responded. 72 This low percentage was due, in part, to the use by police officers, in interpreting the probable cause requirement, of "a level of evidence high enough for felony arrests." 7 3 Miller in Oregon, 74 Bell in Ohio, 75 and Buzawa in New Hampshire 76 have all noted a similar reluctance on the part of police departments to conform their policies to new statutory provisions.
The success of formal policies depends upon the support of both command and line personnel. Buzawa's research in New Hampshire 7 7 clearly demonstrates the impact of negative attitudes 
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among chiefs of police regarding the use of arrest in abuse cases. She found that a lack of support by chiefs was associated with low enrollments in the voluntary state-administered training program, the absence of written departmental policies, low or non-existent arrest rates for domestic violence incidents, and a feeling among officers that responding to abuse calls was usually a waste of time. 78 In one jurisdiction, the chief even went as far as to say that "he could not recall a 'genuine' call for domestic violence in his numerous years as an administrator" and as a consequence "did not highly value the role of police intervention in this area." 79 In addition, police officers are accustomed to making their own decisions on the street and are traditionally antagonistic to policies that limit their discretion. In his survey of Minneapolis officers conducted after the Sherman and Berk experiment, Steinman found a strong indication of independence. He noted that ninety-nine percent of respondents voiced the belief that they "should make their own decisions about problems that arise on duty;" seventy-seven percent reported that they "usually do what they think necessary even if they expect supervisors to disagree," and forty-three percent declared that "they should use their own standards of police work even when department procedures prohibit them from doing so."80
Police reluctance to respond to domestic violence calls also arises from their perceptions of the danger posed by such calls. A common perception has persisted that domestic disturbances are unusually dangerous for police in terms of the frequencies of both assaults and homicides. 81 This perception has been "transmitted largely through police folklore." 8 2 The perception has also been supported by the interpretation of FBI "disturbance call" data. These data grouped family quarrels with other types of disturbances, such as bar fights and "man with gun" calls. Hence, they were easily misinterpreted by some who took all of the disturbance calls to constitute domestic disturbance calls. 83 Moreover, it has been suggested that this perception of danger was purposefully projected by crisis intervention trainers to obtain the attention of antag- Officers, 1978 Officers, -1980 , 1 JUST. Q. 29, 32 (1984) . [Vol. 83 onistic recruits. 8 4 Only a small percentage of police officers killed in the line of duty, however, are killed while responding to abuse calls. 8 5 An in-depth analysis by Garner and Clemmer concluded that domestic disturbances rarely result in police homicide. 8 6 The danger of assault and injury has likewise been exaggerated. 8 7 Some recent studies, however, indicate that domestic calls may in some locations constitute the most dangerous category of call the police receive, both in terms of assault 8 8 and injury. 8 9 Finally, some police officers are reluctant to make arrests in domestic violence cases because of a desire to avoid civil liability for false arrest. The likelihood of recovery in such suits, however, has been greatly exaggerated. Although officers in police departments that adopt preferred arrest policies frequently raise this issue, in reality civil suits for false arrest are infrequent and not often sucessful. 9 0 Indeed, one may argue that officers and police departments, are as likely to be sued successfully for failure to arrest an alleged offender 91 as for wrongful arrest of an alleged offender. Such suits for failure to arrest have been based on allegations of denial of due process or equal protection of the law 9 2 or infringement of rights granted victims by state statutes. 93 Despite some large awards (e.g. $2.3 million in the Thurman 9 4 case), there have not been many successful suits and it has been suggested that recent Supreme Court case law (i.e., DeShaney v. Winnebago County Department of Social Services 95) will make it more difficult for abused women to win civil suits 84 
in Federal Court against police departments which have failed to protect them.
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C. THE MINNEAPOLIS EXPERIMENT AND ITS PROGENY
The results of the Minneapolis experiment fueled the movement toward arrest as the preferred policy in domestic violence cases. In that study Sherman and Berk 9 7 randomly assigned 314 eligible misdemeanor domestic assault cases to one of three treatment responses: advising the couple (including informal mediation in some cases); separating the couple by ordering the offender to leave for eight hours; or arresting the offender, which meant that he stayed overnight in jail. After examining official police records and conducting victim interviews every two weeks for six months, they concluded that arrest was the most effective in deterring subsequent abuse.
The researchers 98 and others 99 have pointed out problems with the study. These problems include such issues as inadequate sample size, a disproportionate number of cases submitted by a few officers, inadequate controls over the treatments actually delivered, the possibility of surveillance effects caused by multiple follow-up interviews, and a lack of generalizability of the findings due to attributes of the sample and of the city where the sample was obtained.
Despite these problems, this study contributed to the nationwide movement toward arrest policies.' 0 0 Some, however, contended that police departments proceeded too far on the basis of too little evidence.' 0 ' Recognizing the policy implications of the preferred arrest movement, the National Institute of Justice sponsored six additional field experiments in six divergent communities: Omaha, Atlanta, Colorado Springs, Dade County, Milwaukee, and Charlotte.
The Omaha study employed a two part analysis which focused on whether the offender was present when the officers arrived on the scene. If the offender was present, the case was randomly as- [Vol. 83 signed to one of the treatments employed in the Minneapolis study; arrest, separation, or mediation. If the offender was absent when the police arrived, the case was randomly assigned to receive or not to receive a warrant for the offender's arrest. Like the Minneapolis and Milwaukee studies, the Omaha study was not limited to heterosexual couples who were or had been married or cohabiting. It also included same-sex couples as well as victims and offenders in other familial relationships. 1 0 2 Analysis of the 247 offender-absent cases indicated that the issuing of a warrant both decreased the likelihood and slowed the onset of further abuse. 10 3 Analysis of the 330 eligible cases in which the offender was present, however, revealed no significant differences between the failure rates of the three treatments. Results were the same whether official measures or victimreported measures of recidivism were employed.'
The Milwaukee Project employed three treatment responses: (a) full arrest, which was accompanied by a relatively long period of detention in jail (a mean of 11.1 hours); (b) short arrest which resulted in the release of the offender within a couple of hours (a mean of 2.8 hours); and (c) no arrest (warning only). Analysis of the 1,200 eligible cases revealed no significant differences in the effects of the treatments. According to interviews and one official measure (the commission of subsequent violence against any victim), however, short arrest had a substantial initial (thirty-day) deterrent effect relative to the warning-only group. The deterrent effect dissipated over a longer follow-up period. These data highlight the importance of both multiple measures of recidivism and an adequate follow-up period to determine treatment effects. Based on police reports to the local shelter's hotline of all probable cause domestic violence cases, the short-arrest group consistently showed a significantly higher rate of long term recidivism than did the warning-only group. 0 5 The authors considered this official measure to be the most comprehensive. Thus, the findings obtained from both the Omaha and Milwaukee experiments fail to support those of the Minneapolis study. 
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III. METHODS
A.
RESEARCH LOCATION Charlotte is the largest urban area between Washington, D.C. and Atlanta, Georgia. Located on the border between North and South Carolina, the city covers an estimated 160 square miles. The population in 1986 was 352,070.106 The 1990 population estimates place 390,000 people within the city. The ratio of whites to blacks within the city is about 2:1 (67.4% white versus 31.1% black, based on census data).
The Charlotte Police force has over 1,000 employees.' 0 7 Civilians account for approximately twenty percent of the workforce. The sworn officers are divided into patrol, investigative, and administrative divisions, the patrol division constituting over seventy-five percent of the sworn personnel.' 09 The majority (sixty-six percent) of the Charlotte patrol officers are white males. 1 0 The remainder comprise black males (seventeen percent), white females (twelve percent), and black females (five percent)."' More than fifty percent of the patrol officers have been on the force less than three years. 1 2 B.
RESEARCH DESIGN
The Charlotte experiment investigated the effectiveness of three police responses to spouse abuse: (a) advising and possibly separating the couple; (b) issuing a citation to the offender (an order requiring the offender to appear in court to answer specific charges); and, (c) arresting the offender.
North Carolina law gives a police officer the legal authority to arrest a spouse abuser for a misdemeanor offense committed in the officer's presence. The officer has similar authority with regard to misdemeanors committed out of the officer's presence, provided that the officer has probable cause to believe that (a) the offender has committed a misdemeanor, and that (b) the officer either (i) will not be apprehended unless immediately arrested, or (ii) might cause physical injury to himself or others, or damage to property, unless The experiment utilized the entire patrol force and operated citywide twenty-four hours a day. Cases that met specified eligibility criteria were randomly assigned to one of the three treatments, and these cases were followed for a period of at least six months to discern whether recidivism had occurred. Measures of recidivism were obtained through use of both official police records and victim interviews. The research design called for victims to be interviewed shortly after the presenting incident and again six months after the presenting incident.
C. ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA
In order for a call for police assistance to be included in the experiment, it had to meet a number of eligibility criteria that were determined by legal requirements, policy judgments, and matters of research design.
The overriding legal criterion was that eligible cases must have been classified as misdemeanor offenses. The necessity for this criterion is that a spouse abuse incident must have been such that any of the three randomly assigned treatments could have been assigned but that none was required. If, for example, the responding officers determined that no offense had been committed, arresting the offender was not a viable option. If a felony had been committed, or if the suspect was subject to an outstanding warrant or a restraining order, an arrest was mandatory, and neither of the other two treatments would have been options. The requirement that eligible cases fall within the misdemeanor range of incidents ensured the selection of cases in which police were empowered but not required to make an arrest.
Other eligibility criteria were determined by policy judgments made by the Charlotte Police Department and the research staff. As a matter of policy we decided to focus only on the female victims of male offenders. We utilized a relatively literal interpretation of the concept of spouse and included only heterosexual spouse (married, divorced, separated) and spouse-like (cohabitant, ex-cohabitant) relationships. Other family relationships such as parent-child and sibling relationships were excluded. Non-cohabiting boyfriendgirlfriend relationships were excluded because they lacked the living together component of a spousal relationship. Similarly, cases in which either the victim or the offender was under the age of eight- 
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een were excluded since special research instruments and parental approval procedures would have been required.
Policy judgments of a different nature were involved in the decision to exclude three additional types of cases. Major emphasis was placed on both victim and officer safety. The research was designed so that the project should not pose any additional danger either to the victim or to the responding officers. Consequently, cases in which the victim insisted on the arrest of the offender, cases where the suspect threatened or assaulted the officer, and cases where the officers believed the suspect posed imminent danger to the victim were excluded from the experiment. Officers remained free to make arrests in these situations without being restrained by any features of the research design.
The final eligibility criterion arose directly from the research design. Since it was not possible for the responding officers to deliver all of the treatment responses if either the victim or the suspect was not present at the scene, the absence of either made the case ineligible for inclusion in the experiment. While cases selected for the experiment do not represent all spouse abuse calls that the police receive, they do represent cases in which police have the discretionary power to make warrantless arrests.
D.
RANDOMIZATION PROCEDURES
The procedures for the random assignment of treatments utilized the police department's Computer Assisted Dispatch system. When any call for service was received at the police department the complaint-taker brought up a format on the computer that is stamped with the time when the person makes the initial contact. The time field is a five digit number representing the cumulative seconds at that time for that day and was utilized to generate the random treatment assignments. Dividing the time field by three and adding one to the remainder produced a digit of one, two, or three, which represented the code for the assigned treatment response. This procedure is based on the time a call is received and was not subject to manipulation. The time stamp occurred automatically before the telecommunication operator was informed of the reason for the call. 1 14 No problems were encountered in implementing the randomization procedures. By removing the process from human 114 As a back-up system in the event the computer was down when a treatment code was requested, sealed envelopes with random assignments in them were kept by dispatch. During the life of the experiment only five envelopes were utilized, with the verification process confirming that all treatments had been correctly assigned.
[Vol. 83 decision-making, this aspect of the experiment was carried out exactly as designed.
Random assignment procedures are employed to obtain equivalence among the cases in the different experimental groups. This ensures that any differences observed in the groups prior to the administration of treatments occur by chance. Differences between the groups after the treatments may then be attributable to treatment effect. Examination of the background characteristics of the cases in the different treatments made possible a high level of confidence in the integrity of the randomization process. Comparisons using twenty-nine characteristics which might have been responsible for an unknown bias in random assignment to treatment categories showed that in twenty-eight of the twenty-nine comparisons there were no differences between the three groups that were statistically significant at the .05 level.' 1 5 E. THE TREATMENTS Two features were common to all three treatments. First, the responding officers were to attempt to calm matters down and restore order. Second, each victim was to be given a Victim Information card which provided basic details about the availability of local resources that could be of assistance, namely the Victim Assistance Program and the Battered Women's Shelter. In addition, general police procedures allowed officers to transport a person to another location.
Other features differentiated the three treatments. The advise/separate treatment required that the officers attempt to help the couple solve their immediate problem, possibly referring them to an appropriate social service agency or asking one of them to leave the residence for a period of time. 1 16 The arrest treatment required that the suspect be arrested, handcuffed, and transported to the local jail for an appearance before a magistrate. The citation treatment required that the officers issue the offender a standard citation and explain the required court appearance to both the victim and the offender. 
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IV. FINDINGS
This section, which describes the findings of the Charlotte study, is divided into two parts. In the first part we examine the flow of calls received by the Charlotte Police Department during the study period. We determine the percentage of calls that constituted probable and non-probable cause cases, the percentage of probable cause cases in which on-scene arrest was mandatory, discretionary, or not feasible, and the percentage of probable cause cases that constituted eligible cases for the experimental part of our study. This examination provides an understanding of the broader context in which the experiment was conducted and aids in the interpretation of the significance of those results. In the second part of this section we present the experimental findings, focusing in particular on the prevalence, incidence, and time to failure of recidivism as measured by both arrests and victim reports of abuse.
A. ANALYSIS OF CALLS RECEIVED
Overview of Calls Received
The data presented in Figure 1 provide a description of the flow of cases received by the police department during the ninety-nine week period from August 8, 1987 throughJune 30, 1989.1 7 As can be seen, 591,664 calls for assistance were received, 537,053 of which, or 90.8%, resulted in an officer being dispatched to the scene. A total of 47,687 (8.9%) of the calls in which an officer was dispatched were received under the domestic violence (10-91) code. Naturally, not all of these calls turned out to involve a domestic situation. Conversely, a number of calls dispatched on other codes (in particular 10-90, the assault code) turned out to involve a domestic situation.
A total of 18,963 cases were determined at the scene to be spouse-like situations. This represents 3.2% of calls received and 117 Prior to the inception of the research, the police department routinely collected basic information on calls for service, and on both probable cause and non-probable cause cases. However, much of this information was not computerized and none of it was presented utilizing the cohabitant and ex-cohabitant relationship categories employed in this research study. As a consequence, the Charlotte Police Department agreed to use two additional forms for the project. One, the Domestic Violence Supplement Report, was completed for all spouse-like cases in which there was probable cause to believe that a crime had been committed. As its title indicates, this form was used as a supplement to the existing offense report. The second, the Domestic Violence Miscelleaneous Incident form, was completed in all non-probable cause domestic violence cases. These included both spouse-like and non spouse-like (e.g. parent-child, brother-sister) cases. Through use of these forms and call for service data detailed information was obtained on all domestic violence calls received by the Charlotte Police Department.
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FIGURE I
FLOW OF CALLS FOR ASSISTANCE RECEIVED
Non-Probable Cause Spouse-Like Cases
The above analysis clearly indicates that arrest is not an option in the vast majority (82.2%) of the spouse-like cases, since the responding officers cannot determine probable cause. To obtain a more thorough understanding of these cases, data were collected on a sample of the 15,583 non-probable cause spouse-like cases. These cases were by definition less serious situations with no discernible victims. Officers were often unable to provide much information other than the kind of situation they encountered and the action they took.
These additional data were collected from August 8, 1987 through January 3, 1989. In a large number of the cases we did not learn the disputants' relationship. As can be seen from Table 1 , the 8,916 cases for which such information was obtained were evenly split between married couples (41.9%) and cohabitants (40.0%). In approximately two-fifths (41.0%) of the situations police could do little upon arrival at the scene. In these cases, either there was no apparent problem (21.3%) or the complainant had left the scene (19.7%). Most problems encountered were described either as a shouting match between the disputants (32.9%) or a drinking or drug problem (20.3%). After arriving on the scene the officers generally took no action (48.4%) or simply calmed things down (32.1%). -Thus, the vast majority of the spouse-like calls were situations involving minor problems requiring little or no police action.
Probable Cause Spouse-Like Cases
As noted above, Figure 1 reveals that, of the 18,963 calls determined to involve spouse-like situations, 3,380 (17.8%) were cases in which there was probable cause to believe that a crime had been committed. Among the probable cause spouse-like cases, 882 (26.1%) were cases in which an on-the-scene arrest was mandatory, 852 (25.2%) were cases in which an on-the-scene arrest was discretionary, and 1,646 (48.7%) were cases in which an on-the-scene arrest was not feasible. The third category consisted primarily of cases in which the offender had left the scene (1,437, 87.3%) and [Vol. 83 When an on-the-scene arrest was mandatory it was generally because the victim had insisted on the offender's arrest (603, 68.4%, of the cases) or because the officers believed arrest was necessary to ensure the victim's safety (182, 20.6%, of the cases). An on-the-118 The percentages total to more than 100% because more than one reason may have been given as to why an on-the-scene arrest was mandatory or not feasible. If an arrest was mandatory (e.g. the offender was subject to a restraining order), but was not feasible (e.g. the offender had left the scene), an on-the-scene arrest was deemed not feasible since a warrant would have to be issued for the offender's arrest. scene arrest was mandatory in thirty-six (4.1%) cases because the offender was subject to an outstanding warrant and in twelve (1.4%) cases because the offender was subject to a restraining order. An on-the-scene arrest was not feasible in sixteen cases where the offender was subject to either an outstanding warrant or a restraining order but had left the scene.
The vast majority of probable cause cases (over 90%: see Table  2 ) were offenses committed by male offenders against female victims with whom they were either married (40.6%) or cohabiting (38.5%). In 95.5% of the cases, the offense was classified as an offense against the person, typically some form of assault. In about seventy-five percent of the cases the offender inflicted some type of injury upon the victim (most commonly bruises). In about twenty percent of the cases the offender caused property damage.
A comparison of salient victim, offender, and incident characteristics reveals some interesting differences between cases in which on-the-scene arrests were mandatory, discretionary, or not feasible. As an examination of Table 2 indicates, on-the-scene arrests were less likely to be feasible in cases involving victims and offenders (1) who were not living together, (2) who were either maritally separated or ex-cohabitants, (3) who showed no use of alcohol or drugs at the time, (4) where no physical injury was apparent, and (5) where property offenses (e.g. criminal trespass, larceny) were more often committed. Cases in which arrest was mandatory, on the other hand, were most likely to involve offenders who had been drinking or taking drugs. Finally, cases in which arrest was discretionary most differed from the other two categories in that they were most likely to involve male victims and female offenders. This may indicate that female offenders were less likely than their male counterparts to pose further danger to their victims or to leave the scene.
Caseflow and Officer Participation
Training was conducted in June, 1987. The actual field experiment began on June 13, 1987 with a pretest phase that lasted until August 7, 1987. Between the inception of the field test on August 8, 1987 and June 30, 1989 , the project received 686 eligible cases at the rate of almost exactly one case per day. 1 19 It took 252 officers to produce the 686 eligible cases, of whom 116 officers contributed one case, forty-eight officers two cases, twenty-one officers three cases, twenty-one officers four cases, and forty-six officers five or more cases. The top three contributors produced fifty-four eligible cases, 7.8% of the total number.
Assigned and Delivered Treatments
Of the 686 eligible cases, 573 (83.5%) were delivered as assigned (see Table 3 ). The remaining 113 (16.5%) of the cases were misassigned. These misassignments were delivered by eighty-four officers, and were not equally distributed across the three treatments. The misassignment rate for the arrest treatment was 9.1%, for the advise/separate treatment 12.8%, and for the citation treatment 26.7%. Clearly, implementation of the citation treatment as randomized was not as high as for the other two treatments. Misassignments were of four types: advise/separate treatments delivered as arrests (twenty-eight cases), citations delivered as arrests (fortythree cases), citations delivered as advise/separate (twenty cases), and arrests delivered as advise/separate (seventeen cases).120 The movement from less severe to more severe treatment is partly due to the fact that the most common reason given for misassignment was "escalation of imminent danger" (fifty-two cases).
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The discrepancy between the number of eligible cases (686) and the number of cases in which an on-the-scene arrest was discretionary (852) arises because cases involving either male victims or female offenders were not eligible for the experiment.
120 The treatment delivered in two misassigned cases resulted in a criminal summons. In one case, the suspect left before the responding officer could issue a citation. The other case involved an officer who had received an advise/separate treatment and transported the victim to the magistrate's office. 
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Arrest Recidivism: Definition and Operationalization
Arrest recidivism can be measured in a number of different ways. Decisions have to be made regarding the type of offense, the type of victim-offender relationship, and the time period to be included in the definition. Arrest recidivism can encompass, for example, any subsequent arrest or only a subsequent arrest for a violent crime. It can include any offense committed against any victim or only offenses committed against a specified victim. Finally, the follow-up period can include any specified amount of time.
In this study we defined arrest recidivism as
Any arrest for any subsequent offense by the same offender against the same victim committed within six months of the presenting incident.
Although most of the offenses committed by offenders were assaults against the person, this operational definition is not limited to such assaults. The definition includes a variety of other offenses such as criminal trespass and damage to property. This operational definition does not include a subsequent arrest made on the basis of an offense committed during the presenting incident. 12 1 Likewise, arrests for procedural matters are not included as arrest recidivism.
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The 686 eligible cases involved 650 different offenders necessi-tating the acquisition of a total of 650 offender criminal histories. The police department maintains computerized records of all arrests made within city limits. Hard copies of all arrest, offense, and supplemental reports are kept by date of offense. Certified Police Information Network operators conducted computerized record searches on all offenders involved in eligible cases. In each of the thirty-six cases where an offender re-entered the experiment with a new offense, these incidents were processed as repeat offenses rather than as new cases. The analysis of main effects focuses on three aspects of arrest recidivism: prevalence, incidence, and time to failure. Prevalence of failure concentrates on whether a subject failed and is defined as the percentage of offenders that had at least one failure according to the definition of recidivism used above. Incidence focuses on the number of times a subject fails and is defined as the mean number of failures per case within a given treatment group. Time to failure concerns the specified six-month follow-up period and examines when the offender recidivates. All primary analyses were conducted on treatments as assigned.
Arrest Recidivism: Prevalence and Incidence
The prevalence and incidence of arrest recidivism for the three treatments during the six months after the presenting incidents are reported in Table 4 . Examination of Table 4 indicates an overall prevalence rate of 16.5, a prevalence rate of 18.2 for the arrest treatment, 11.8 for advise/separate, and 19.2 for the citation treatment. There are no statistically significant differences among the three treatments which are significant at the .05 level. Based on prevalence, arrest is no better at deterring failure than the other two treatments.
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Incidence is defined as the average number of failures per case within a given group. As shown in Table 4 , the incidence rate of arrest recidivism for the total sample was .195. Examination of the data in this table shows an incidence rate of .201 for those in the arrest treatment, .123 for offenders in the advise/separate treatment, and .259 for those in the citation treatment. Analysis of variance based on the number of subsequent arrests produced an overall F ratio significant at the .05 level. However, Scheff6 Multiple Range Comparisons yielded significance at the .05 level only for the advise/separate-citation comparison (see Table 5 ).124 Thus, in com-123 The vast majority (76.4%) of the crimes for which offenders were rearrested were for assaults against the victim. There were no significant differences between the three treatment groups in the types of offenses for which rearrests took place. 124 The authors recognize that, given the distribution of these data, some might argue that analysis of variance is not the most appropriate statistical technique. Consequently these data were also analyzed using x 2 . To reduce the number of cells with expected [Vol. 83 paring rates of failure as measured by incidence, arrest is apparently more effective than the citation treatment but apparently less effective than the advise/separate treatment. However, arrest is not significantly more or less effective than these other two treatments at statistically acceptable levels. 
where g = the number of treatment groups and the Critical F is the F-value required to reject the hypothesis that all group means are equal with 2 and 647 degrees of freedom at the 0.05 alpha error probability level.
In order to examine more comprehensively the effect of the advise/separate treatment, and to control to some extent for misassignments of treatment (38.1% of the misassignments were citations delivered as arrests), analysis was undertaken of the informal versus the formal treatment responses. This task was accomplished through the use of pairwise Scheff6 comparisons of the informal (advise/separate) versus the formal (citation and arrest) treatment counts of less than 5 the categories of 2, 3, and 4 subsequent arrests were collapsed into a single category of 1 or more arrests responses. The Scheff6 approach allows the combining of treatment groups for the purpose of comparing the aggregated group to the other treatment groups.1 2 5 Analysis indicated that the informal response better deterred subsequent abuse, as can be observed in Table 5 . Also, the contrast between arrest and non-arrest (advise/separate and citation combined) was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
Prevalence and Incidence Re-examined
The primary analyses of official recidivism utilized treatment as assigned as the independent variable. Analysis was performed on the 650 couples that produced eligible cases. In this subsection we examine the results in several ways. First, we take into account race, prior record, and other such variables. Second, we conduct the analyses on sample sizes that are theoretically important, but different from the basic sample of 650. Finally, we utilize treatment as delivered as the independent variable.
a. Analyses on Treatment as Assigned Taking into Account
Race, Prior Record, and Other Variables This analysis takes into account such offender-related variables as race, age, employment status, prior record and victim-suspect relationship. Initial examination of the association between these variables and arrest recidivism indicated that the strongest predictors of recidivism were measures of prior criminal activity, such as possession of a local (felony or misdemeanor) record, possession of a state (felony) record, and number of prior non-traffic arrests within the preceding five years. Further, while prior criminal activity was associated with recidivism, other offender-related variables, such as race, age, marital and employment status, were not. 1 2 6 Moreover, knowledge of an offender's prior criminal activity produced only a modest contribution to predicting correctly an offender's probability of recidivating. 
b. Analyses Based on Samples Other Than the Basic Sample
As noted above, all primary analyses of arrest recidivism were conducted on a sample size of 650. While the authors consider this sample size the most appropriate for the analyses undertaken, they acknowledge that arguments may be raised in favor of other sample sizes.
First, instead of treating repeat cases as treatment failures, they might have been counted as new cases, although this violates the assumption of independence. The thirty-six repeat cases in this study would raise the sample size to 686. Second, cases that entered the experiment during the last six months of operation might have been excluded from analyses of arrest recidivism, since operational procedures changed on June 30, 1989 when the last eligible case was collected. Excluding the cases that entered the experiment in the last six months reduces the sample size to 513. Third, analysis might have been conducted solely on cases that were delivered the assigned treatment. A total of 545 of the 650 eligible cases were delivered the treatment they had been assigned.
Analysis of the delivered-as-assigned cases (N=545) and of repeat cases treated as new cases (N = 686) produced results that were insignificant at the .05 level. Neither of these analytical approaches showed statistically significant differences in arrest recidivism between the three treatment groups.
Analysis of all cases except those that entered the experiment during the last six months (N = 513) yielded results similar to those obtained by the primary analysis of arrest recidivism. This analysis produced findings of significance at the .05 level only for analysis of variance conducted on the incidence rates. As in our primary analysis, the Scheff6 comparison test indicated that the significant difference existed between the advise/separate and the citation treatments. The former more effectively deterred abuse.
c. Analyses Based on Treatment as Delivered
Primary analyses were performed on treatments as assigned. This yielded the most unambiguous results relative to statistical standards. Since not all of the treatments were delivered as assigned, we considered it worthwhile to examine the results obtained by utilizing treatment as delivered as the independent variable. Prevalence and incidence analyses conducted utilizing treatment as delivered as the independent variable yielded results that were insignificant at the .05 level.
Arrest Recidivism: Time to Failure
Prevalence and incidence measures are not sensitive to significant fluctuations in the relative effectiveness of the three treatments that may occur during the six month period. It may be the case, for example, that arrest has an immediate deterrent effect (e.g. one month) but in the long term (e.g. six months) has no greater deterrent effect than the other two treatments. In order to identify such time fluctuations in deterrence, survival analysis was conducted on the data.
The survival experiences of the different treatment groups are presented in Figure 2 . As can be observed from an examination of this graph, at no time is the arrest treatment more effective in deterring subsequent abuse than the other two treatments.
Secondary Arrest Recidivism
Recidivism results based on arrest of the same offender have been narrowly and specifically defined under the category of primary arrest recidivism. However, different definitions of the dependent measure are possible which lead to varying results and interpretations. In order to assess treatment effects on recidivism more thoroughly, we investigate alternative operational definitions of arrest recidivism.
Four different operational definitions are examined, all of which utilize the six-month follow-up period and all of which incorporate an arrest or rearrest of the same offender. The first of these four measures is similar to primary arrest recidivism but includes arrests which are related to the presenting incident, such as where the couple receives the advise treatment at the presenting incident but where the victim secures a warrant for the offender's arrest for that same incident the following day. The next operational definition of secondary arrest recidivism allows a subsequent arrest of the offender for any crime of violence against any person. Here, we eliminate the criterion that the incident must involve the original victim from the presenting incident. The third approach to secondary arrest recidivism allows crimes against property in addition to crimes of violence. The fourth operational definition is all-encompassing: any subsequent arrest of the offender. This last dependent measure incorporates arrest for spouse abuse, assaults against others, property damage, and drug related crimes.
As can be seen from Table 6 , there is no evidence that the prevalence of arrest or rearrest of spouse abusers is significantly influ- enced by police response regardless of the particular definition of arrest. Different conceptionalizations of arrest, however, produce strikingly different p. values. In addition, they lead to markedly different conclusions about the amount of recidivism.
In the data presented here, the recidivism rate using the broadest definition is twice the rate using the primary and more specific definition (32.6% vs. 16.5%). Approximately one-third of the male offenders were arrested or rearrested at least once within six months of the presenting incidents. As these data suggest, however, this fact does not necessarily mean an arrest for another assault against the same female victim.
The operational definition chosen also affects the relative effectiveness of the three treatments in deterring recidivism. When the broadest definition of arrest recidivism is utilized, the citation treatment produces the lowest rate of recidivism. When we use the narrowest definition of arrest recidivism, however, the citation treatment produces the highest rate of recidivism. None of these treatment differences though are statistically different at the .05 level.
The different operational definitions of arrest do not, however, produce equally insignificant results. Indeed, the p. values vary considerably. Our measure of primary arrest recidivism yields ap. value of .080, while our broadest definition of secondary arrest recidivism yeilds a p. value of .67. In general, the narrower the definition of arrest recidivism, the lower the p. value.
The importance of selecting a suitable operational definition of arrest cannot be overemphasized. The theoretical framework of this study for assessing treatment effects necessitated excluding arrests for so called victimless crimes, such as the unlawful possession of drugs, and arrests for offenses against victims other than those in the presenting incidents. Since we attempted to measure the effectiveness of different treatment responses in deterring subsequent abuse against spouses and cohabitants, it was not logical to count as failures subsequent arrests for "victimless" crimes or for offenses committed against other victims, such as employers or strangers. Likewise, the importance of thoroughly investigating the details of each arrest even against the same victim cannot be overly stressed. Simply taking a rap sheet at face value without examining case reports may lead to the erroneous inclusion of arrests on procedural matters as arrests for subsequent offenses. * The numbers total by row, the percentages, which are in parentheses, are calculated as a percentage of the total number of cases that received a particular treatment.
Abuse Recidivism
The research design called for victims to be interviewed twice:
first, shortly after the presenting incident; and again six months after the presenting incident. The initial interview focused on episodes of abuse which occurred between the time of the presenting incident and the interview. The six month interview included only incidents occurring since the time of the first interview. More specifically, each victim was asked about six types of victimization, namely whether the offender had: (1) threatened to hurt her; (2) actually hurt or tried to hurt her; (3) threatened to hurt any member of the family; (4) actually hurt or tried to hurt any member of the family; (5) threatened to damage property; and, (6) actually damaged any property. Victims were asked to estimate how often each type of victimization had occurred and were posed more detailed questions on the first and most recent occurrence of victimization.
A total of 686 eligible cases were obtained during the course of the experiment. Forty of these were excluded from the interview process because they involved repeat victims who had already been assigned interviews (N= 36) or misapplications of treatment (cases where it was discovered after the responding officers had carried out the mandated treatment that either the victim or offender was under age eighteen; N=4). Initial interviews were obtained in 419 of the 646 cases assigned for interview for an assigned interview completion rate of sixty-five percent.
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Six month interviews were obtained from 324 victims for an assigned six month victim interview rate of eighty-three percent. The completion of 324 six month interviews produces an overall assigned interview rate (both initial and six month) of 50.2%. While this is lower than expected or desired, the generalizability of the results to a larger pool of eligible cases is believed to be sound.
Analysis of the victim interview data produced no statistically significant differences between the three treatments for any of the 128 Since victim interviews were not obtained in a sizable minority of the eligible cases, the generalizability of findings based upon the victim interviews could be affected by the extent to which cases where interviews were obtained differ from those where interviews were not obtained. To test whether any significant differences existed between these two groups of cases, relevant victim, offender, and offense characteristics were compared. Few differences significant at the .05 level were observed between cases in the two groups. Victims who were interviewed did not differ significantly from those who were not interviewed on such key background variables as race, age, marital status, employment status, and living arrangements, nor on any of the offense related variables examined. In only two areas were differences noted that were significant at the .05 level. Cases that produced interviews were less likely to have victims who (based on police reports) were under the influence of alcohol or drugs at the time of the presenting incident. In addition, interviewed cases were more likely to have offenders with prior state felony records. six measures of recidivism examined in either the initial or the six month interviews.' 2 9 These analyses of victim reported recidivism focused on the six measures of recidivism taken individually. Since it was possible for a victim to report the occurrence of more than one type of repeat incident, it is conceivable that a small number of cases with different types of repeat incidents was unduly affecting the overall picture of victim reported recidivism obtained by examining the six measures separately. The desirability of constructing a composite measure of recidivism is underscored by the fact that high levels of recidivism were reported in both the initial and the six month interviews for only two of the six measures of subsequent abusive incidents: offender threatened victim, and offender hurt, or tried to hurt victim. A composite measure of recidivism was obtained by summing the responses to the screen questions for the six types of victimization; i.e., any occurrence of any of the six measures of abusive incidents. Analyses based on these composite measures of rates of recidivism again showed no significant differences between the three treatments, 129 HIRSCHEL ET AL., supra note 115, at 121-24. either for the initial or for the six month interviews.1 3 0
In order to obtain a complete accounting for all acts of recidivism for each case for the full follow-up period, data obtained from the initial interviews were combined with data from the six month interviews. ' 3 1 Table 7 presents the prevalence and incidence rates of total victim reported recidivism for the cumulative-composite initial and six month interviews. Consistent with the findings reported thus far on victim reported recidivism, there are no significant differences between the three treatments in subsequent victim reported incidents. The pattern of statistically insignificant findings was maintained when treatment categories were combined.
Synthesis of Arrest and Abuse Recidivism
The effects of the three treatments employed in this experiment have been examined through the use of two different outcome measures: an official measure of recidivism obtained from police arrest records, and a self-report measure obtained from victim interviews. The two measures each have their respective strengths and weaknesses.
The utilization of an official measure of recidivism, such as subsequent arrest, allows for all subjects in a sample to be tracked with relative ease for a given follow-up period. Thus, there is little case attrition when such official measures are employed. Moreover, the acts of recidivism reported in police arrest records are validated by an independent third party, namely the responding police officers, and have both their occurrence and the time of their occurrence recorded in official reports. On the negative side, however, the basis of the arrest needs to be thoroughly understood (as discussed above) and, only a limited percentage of acts of recidivism are captured by police arrest records. The police are called in a limited percentage of subsequent incidents of abuse, and furthermore only a certain percentage of those incidents are likely to result in the arrest of the offender.
Victim interviews can capture a far wider range of abusive acts committed against victims. However, this can be achieved only for a certain percentage of the sample since it is unlikely that all of the victims will be interviewed. Moreover, information given by victims 130 Id. at 127-28. 131 Since fourteen initial interviews were conducted at or around the six month mark, these fourteen cases were added to the 324 cases for which six month interviews were obtained to produce a final sample size of 338.
[Vol. 83 is not generally validated by an independent third party, and as a consequence is subject to the inadequacies inherent in any survey research endeavor. Such inadequacies include dependence upon respondent definition of situations, and problems arising out of inadequate respondent memory, including such factors as both forward and backward telescoping.
Thus far the results of the outcome analyses conducted on official arrest records and victim interviews have been reported separately. The most notable differences between the results obtained through use of the two data sources have been the far higher prevalence and incidence rates of recidivism reported in the victim interviews. These higher rates may be attributed to the broader definition of recidivism employed in the victim interviews and the factors discussed above which limit the amount of recidivism revealed by arrest records. The absence of treatment effect with the combined arrest and victim reported approach is further confirmed by log-linear analysis. Both a saturated model and a reduced model restricted to the three statistically significant effects (arrest recidivism, victim reported recidivism, and the product of the two) produce log-likelihood chi squares that indicate that the observed and expected frequencies in Table 9 are not significantly different. Treatment assigned, as either a nested or a main effect, is, therefore, not helpful in arriving at an understanding of frequency distributions within the cells of the three dimensional table (Table 9 ). Just as treatment assigned did not appear to affect the prevalence or frequency of recidivism, or the length of time to failure, it does not appear to affect the distribution of cases in the cells in Table 9 . For further details see HIRSCHEL ET AL., supra note 115, at 139-145. between those cases reported as failures in the official records and those reported as failures in the victim interviews. In Table 8 the prevalence of arrest recidivism is cross-tabulated with the prevalence of victim reported recidivism. There is strong agreement between the two data sources, with statistical association significant beyond the .001 level. There are only five cases in which there was a report of official recidivism, but no victim reported recidivism. The total of 141 cases in which there was victim reported recidivism, but no report of official recidivism, is within the range of what might reasonably have been expected given the definitional and reporting issues discussed above. When this analysis was repeated controlling for treatment as assigned, similar results were obtained. There was consistency among the results obtained for the three treatments individually (Table 9) , and these results paralleled those reported for the combined treatments.
Examination of arrest recidivism and victim reported recidivism both separately and together produce the conclusion that treatment assigned does not affect the likelihood of subsequent abuse on the part of the offender. Thus, arrest is neither more nor less effective than the other two treatments at deterring subsequent abuse. The results of the Charlotte experiment are decisive and unambiguous, and indicate that arrest of misdemeanor spouse abusers is neither substantively nor statistically a more effective deterrent to repeat abuse than either of the other two police responses examined in this location. Based on thorough analysis of data from official police records of rearrest, as well as from intensive interviews with victims of abuse, there is no evidence that arrest is a more effective deterrent to subsequent abuse. This conclusion remains regardless of the measure of recidivism utilized -prevalence, incidence, or time to failure. If either victim interview or official police data showed arrest to be significantly better at deterring abuse, then a case could be made on that basis; but neither data set supports this conclusion. Were there a pattern discerned in the data which showed arrest to be generally more effective, even if not at statistically significant levels, it would be tempting to come to a positive conclusion about the deterrent benefits of arrest. However, there is no pattern in that direction. We thus have no choice but to conclude, based on the Charlotte data, that arrest had no more of a significant deterrent value than did the other two police responses.
As we have demonstrated, different measures of recidivism do produce very different rates; however it would be unrealistic and naive to propose a standard approach for defining and operationalizing arrest recidivism. Concepts and their measurement should be user-friendly. Given the diversity of users in this case, any standardized definition is not viable. Nonetheless, we can propose a number of variables relevant to recidivism which, if properly addressed in data dissemination, will facilitate understanding and comparisons across studies. First, elapsed time is always a parameter and needs to be specified. In the present study of spouse abuse arrest recidivism we used a six month time frame. While arrest data for many of our cases extended beyond this time frame, there was not sufficient data for all cases and we wished to avoid right-hand censoring. Second, behaviorally-based operationalizations of recidivism should be as specific as possible. This study used additional abusive incidents which led to the arrest or rearrest of the offender (subsequent to the presenting incident). In the majority of subsequent incidents there had been an additional physical assault. However, a minority of incidents involved threats or property damage rather than physical assault. Thus, the results are open to potential criticism for incorporating diverse behaviors. Third, where arrest or rearrest of an offender constitutes the primary mechanism for measuring recid-ivism rates, it is crucial to delineate the basis of the arrest. As this study has shown, apparent recidivism rates may vary by 200% contingent on what is included in the arrest. Thus, the difference in recidivism rates obtained from two measures of arrest recidivism may be almost as large as that obtained between arrest and self-reported data. Researchers, and policy makers, should be able to answer the question, "when is an arrest an arrest?" If the mere fact of arrest is sufficient information for purposes of a particular study then this is a moot question. However, in most cases both researchers and policy makers are interested in some aspect of behavior such as substance abuse, domestic violence, or homicide. Finally, as others have noted, utilizing official measures-arrest, conviction, incarceration-are inadequate indicators of the full extent of return to previous behavior. There is little risk in a fresh reminder that official measures consistently fail to capture the full amount of recidivistic behavior.
It is perhaps particularly important for those investigating victim oriented crimes not to lose sight of the deficiencies of official measures of recidivism. Our concern here has been focused on spouse abuse. Legal statutes in every state prescribe general parameters for establishing probable cause, and many states have proarrest provisions in domestic violence. However, as we have shown elsewhere 3 3 there is considerable variation in what pro-arrest policies mean in actual practice. Moreover, even in those departments which have strong pro-arrest policies for spouse abuse there is always the variable of officer interpretation of the incident and enforcement of the policy. It does us all well to cast not a caustic eye but a critical one toward recidivism measures based on arrest data.
Examination of the victim interview data in this study reveals alarmingly high levels of repeat incidents of spouse abuse, confirming that the scope of the problem is far greater than police data indicate. As presented earlier, 61.5% of women have experienced another abusive incident within six months. Official records, those based on rearrest by police, show predictably lower prevalence and incidence rates of recidivism than do interview data. Rearrest rates are an extremely conservative measure of recidivism, as they are a conservative measure of spouse abuse in general. Based on police data, repeat incidents are the exception rather than the rule. Based on interviews, however, repeat incidents are the rule rather than the exception, with the majority of women who were interviewed having this study the median time between the presenting incident and release from jail for arrested offenders was 9.4 hours with 27.5% of them spending four hours or less injail. 1 3 7 Arrest with rapid release may simply not mean very much, particularly when the offenders have been arrested before. Fourth, although not technically part of the scope of this project, some information was gathered on the processing of offenders through the criminal justice system. Our data confirm the belief that it is very rare for a spouse abuser to be found guilty and to be ordered to spend any significant time in jail. In only 35.5% of the cases in which the citation or arrest responses were delivered was the offender prosecuted, and in less than one percent of the cases did the offender spend time in jail beyond the initial arrest. Fifth, as jails become more crowded, and as the public learns that even felons are receiving community based punishments and early releases from correctional institutions, it does not take much imagination to conclude that premium jail space will not be used on misdemeanant spouse abusers.
We conclude that arrest is not a significant deterrent for misdemeanor spouse assault. We have no way of knowing if arrest would be more of a deterrent for felony spouse assault, or for lower levels of abuse which do not now satisfy the criteria for misdemeanor arrest. As other studies report their findings, and as analyses are continued on data from the multiple experimental studies, there is little doubt that statistical associations will be found between arrest and other variables. Given the hundreds of variables investigated and the thousands of individuals represented in the six studies funded by the National Institute of Justice, there is a very high probability that specific relationships between arrest and other variables will be identified. It remains for cross-site analyses to be conducted to confirm or call into question specific associations in order to avoid premature conclusions about the effect or lack of effect of arrest on deterring spouse abuse.
Questions concerning the appropriate societal response to spouse assault and the role of the police in this response are not answered by this research. There is little doubt that misdemeanant spouse assault has been added to the list of actions that subordinate family privacy considerations to the greater public interest in reducing this kind of behavior. Further, there is no doubt that the police will continue to be involved in spouse abuse situations since they are the only agency available in all areas at all hours of the day and night. Defining spouse assault as criminal is a requisite step in strengthening the social norms. It places the police in a lynch pin role, connnecting the offender and victim with other social, community and criminal justice resources through arrest or referral.
Despite the failure of arrest to have a demonstrated deterrent effect, and despite the inadequacies of the present criminal justice system, arrest may still constitute a viable and appropriate response for the police to pursue in many spouse abuse situations. Even though arrest has not been shown to have a particular deterrent value, and even if arrest may not have much of a punitive value, it may still constitute a more conscionable choice that non-arrest. Not to arrest may communicate to men that abuse is not serious and to women the message that they are on their own. It may communicate to children, who very often witness abuse of their mothers, that the abuse of women is tolerated, if not legitimated. It may communicate to the public at large that a level of violence which is unacceptable when inflicted by a stranger is acceptable when inflicted by an intimate. It is imperative that we recognize the seriousness of spouse abuse and employ measures, however imperfect, to reduce it, even if we do not yet know how to achieve a dramatic reduction in its occurrence.
